California Regional Transportation Summit 

Date: January 10, 2014-Time: 7:30 AM -5 PM 
Location: Bakersfield, California 

Seizing Opportunities 

Positioning for Growth and $150 billion in High-speed Rail projects! 

Full day to network and connect with Primes, and learn from industry 
experts in contracting, financing and business growth strategies! 



You will leave knowing; 

• How to accelerate growth and position your company... 

$150 billion recently announced California INFRASTRUCTURE Projects 
“SPEND” Goals for California Small Business Subcontractors. 

• Strategies to differentiate your business... 

Proven methods to separate your company from thousands of small business 
subcontractors to capture market share. 

• Capacity Building Techniques... 

Competitive strategies that create wealth reduce costs, increase contracts. 

Don’t miss the opportunity to: 

• Learn how to improve business performance 

• Build Joint Venture opportunities just like the Primes do for major projects 

• Create high visibility within the construction Industry 

Hear about key resources available to you! 

• State funding available to train your employees - tap Into this fund! 

• State training programs to offset costs & give your business a competitive 
advantage 

• Consulting and Teaming Options to position your business for winning contracts 

• Initiatives and resources to retain AND hire employees to allow growth 

Plus, Panel Discussion with major primes and public agencies. 
Industry Experts and Contracting Strategists! 

Register now at: www.sjvannualpce.eventbrite.com 
Questions call: 661-324-7535 or Email: kmca@att.net 
Hosted by: Kern Minority Cont ractors Association & Public / Private Par tners 





California Transportation Regional Summit 

Kern / Palmdale / San Joaquin Central Valley 

Hosted by Kem Minority Contractors Assoication 
Invite You to Our 
7 ^ Annual 

SB/DBE/DVBE/MBE/WBE/SEC-3 

Public Agencies / Prime Contracting Outreach Forum 

“Your Connecting Point for Jobs & Contracts” 

January 10, 2014 Time: 7:30AM - 5PM 
Bakersfield California 


Invited Summit Speakers (Partial List) 

State of California 

- Brian Kelly, California Secretary of Transportation 

- Dan Richard, California High Speed Rail Authority Board Chairman 

- Jeff Morales, CEO - California High Speed Rail Authority 

- Malcolm Dougherty, Caltrans Agency Director 


Federal Speakers 

- Anthony Fox, US Secretary of 
Transportation 

- Federal Rail, Office of Civil Right 

- US Commerce ~ Minority Business Development Agency 
-SBA 

January 10*^ Agenda 

Prime & Sub Contractors "Meet & Greet" - Breakfast 
Breakout Workshop Session 
Luncheon Speakers 

Vendor Booth & Sponsorship Opportunities Available 

Annual - Golf Shotgun Tournament - Fundraiser 

The Links at Riverlakes Ranch 
Date: January 9,2014 - Time: 1-6 PM 

Registration @ www.sjvannualpce.eventbrite.com 
Questions: 661-324-7535 Dominique or 661-747-1465 Marvin 

Email: kmca@att.net 

DBE / I^VBE / SBE / MBE /W|E / SEC 3 

Outreach & Good Faith Effort Conference 

www.sjvannualpce.infb__ 


Small lutiiieti Owner 
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Draft Comments to CHSRA Board, 7 November 2013 

California's "Safe, Reliable High Speed 
Passenger Train" on Caltrain tracks ("Blended 
Rail") would be neither safe nor reliable . 
Caltrain tracks have many trackside passenger 
platforms and 43 grade crossings. HSR really 
needs secure, grade-separated trainways. 


Far safer, more reliable, better, and less costly: 
upgrade Amtrak's Mulford route for HSR to a 
new intermodal San Francisco Bay Rail Hub at 
l-880/7th Street in Oakland (where BART 
crosses overhead). Capitol Corridor would be 
safer and faster on this shorter route also. 


Provide closely-timed cross-platform transfers 
to Caltrain in San Jose and to Capitol Corridor 
at the Rail Hub. Connecting BART with other 
rail at the Rail Hub would massively cut GHG 
emissions by offering a viable alternative to 
driving. 


From the Rail Hub, plan future HSR to 
Sacramento, with no costly tunneling or trans- 
Bay tube. 

Robert Allen 

BART Dltctor, District 6, 1974«ia88 

Retired, SP (now UP) Western Division, Engineering/Operations 






November 6, 2013 


Chairman Richard 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chairman Richard, 

I was disappointed at the response that the Citizens for California High Speed Rail Accountability received 
regarding the simple request to participate in the monumental decision being made on November 7,2013. 
Per information delivered by a Mr. Camarena to Mrs. Carol Walters, we believed the presentation and 
selection of alignment was to take place on November 15,2013. When we discovered that this was not the 
case, our instant response was to ask for some method in which to participate locally to accommodate the 
people most impacted. A simple call in conference number would have sufficed, the same courtesy 
extended to Authority Board members who cannot attend meetings in person, 

In my particular situation I made all attempts to attend the meeting in Sacramento on November 7,2013 
and unfortunately cannot rearrange meetings and work schedules. Two meetings were held on the same 
date, however the ability to participate locally would have allowed me to capture all of the events of the day. 
Therefore, it is with a disappointing tone that I inform you that your decision to not extend the courtesy 
offered to your own Board has forced me to assert that the public is being held to a different standard and 
being denied its right to participate in the greatest fashion possible. 

The following items are those which I would like to call to the Attention of the Authority prior to asserting 
any decision of the alignments in Kings County: 

1. In the event that the Authority staff indicates to the Authority Board that all items have been 
resolved along the alignments, I would like to challenge that assertion and indicate that there are 
numerous lingering impacts and questions yet to be addressed. One questions that had yet to be 
answered directly is the taking of rural homes and the lack of recognition that Kings County 
planning rules do not allow any future development of small rural “ranchette” homes (homes in the 
country on 1-5 acres). At this moment there is a shortage (in recent review of homes for sale I 
could only identify approximately 6 suitable homes for sale) and the Authority plans to relocated 
dozens of these just in Kings County. 

2. In reviewing the Alignment recommendation report being presented to the Authority, the Authority 
staff seems to change course from the previous April 2013 report that was delivered. Total and 
numbers in the impacts seem to have changed. Did the alignment change? Was the EIR/EIS 
wrong? Either way the information being given is suspect at the least. Nowhere in the report does 
the Authority explain the changes such that the reader can understand if the changes were justified 
or legitimate. 

3. The recent claims by the Authority that the City of Visalia is better served would indicate the 
benefits to accessing the City of Visalia population. This leads to the previous question I have 
posed, why not travel down the old Golden State Highway (right of way owned by State) and travel 
along the Union Pacific Railroad and service the City of Visalia where the Highway 99 and Highway 
198 intersect. This is also where the City of Visalia wanted to place a station and donate land to 
the project. 


4. If the Authority chooses the Eastern alignment the impacts to the development in the area will 
effectuate the conversion of more farmland than would be expected. This would accelerate the 
development of the City of Hanford and cause the conversion of land where it was not traditionally 
expected. Highway 43 has always been a natural boundary for the City, which is indicated by the 
lack of utilities (none) that extend past Highway 43. Essentially utilities were developed to end at 
the highway and there is no excess capacity to carry them beyond that point. 

5. A tunnel option for Kings County was proposed several years ago. The information and impression 
that we received from previous Board members and consultants was that it was infeasible. 
However, recent discussions with Authority staff and recent reports that tunneling is being utilized 
in other areas to deal with impacts, would indicate that tunneling is feasible and a measure by 
which to mitigate for impacts. Furthermore I learned through a Public Records Request that there 
have been no studies in Kings County to determine feasibility and that the costs are no so 
significant that it would eliminate it from even being studied. 

Lastly the waffling of the Authority between alignments highlights the lack of a distinguishing alternative to 
analyze within the EIR/EIS process. What we see is a situation where both apples in each hand are rotten, 
so which rotten apple will you eat? What is even more disturbing is that between April 2013 and now the 
analysis and impacts have changed and the public has not been made aware. 

In closing, the Authority has a responsibility to the public, and more importantly to those impacted by the 
project to properly catalog, present and analyze impacts. What we are witnessing is the lack of outreach at 
the critical stages of the project (prior to public review of the EIR/EIS) has left the project schizophrenically 
jumping between alignments to determine the worse alignment out of two bad alignments. Had the 
outreach been done earlier a suite of alternatives could have been properly vetted in the public. I strongly 
encourage the Authority to instruct staff to postpone development of the Draft Revised EIR/EiS, 
hoid public meetings to fuily vet potentiai aiternatives, and work cooperatively with iandowners and 
Kings County to adopt an alignment that is truiy the least impactive alternative. 


Sincerelv. 



Aaron Fukuda 





To: Chairman Dan Richard and the Calffornia high Speed Rail Authority, 

It should be no surprise to the authority and to Chairman Richard that I write to 
you once again showing concern and disgust. I show concern towards my fellow Kings 
County citizens that have received a notice of a rail alignment preference that will be 
given by the staff at the next meeting on November 7^*’. The concern Is that Kings 
County citizens will not have the ability to travel to Sacramento to voice their concerns 
as they were led to believe the issues would be brought up at a meeting set up for the 
15‘^‘ of November. I know people, like me, have work or other activities that would not 
allow them to be present at the board meeting. Understanding that it was the 15‘^ and 
knowing that our family Is ail in on this fight 1 had the free to travel to Sacramento 
to voice my disgust in the game you are playing with the livelihoods of Kings County 
residents. But my disgust does not end with the games you are playing with the 
alignment preferences. I am disgusted that you have not taken Into consideration the 
people you are going to be hurt the most, the landowners and the communities. If you 
had showed any consideration at all, you would have held your board meeting at a 
location in the area you are going through, Kings County. By having a Kings County or 
Central Valley board meeting it would allow the area that is being affected to be 
represented and heard. Since you had not considered having your meeting in Kings 
County, then the least you could have done was set up a remote location for people to 
gather and give public comment by Skype or by conference call. Technologies that an 
organization spending hundreds of millions of dollars should be able to provide. The 
remote location was suggested by CCHSRA and was denied. So I see the outreach to the 
communities involved has not changed at all. So like 1 said before, it should be no 
surprise that I write you once again with concern and disgust. 


With great concern and disgust. 



Todd Fukuda 



To: Chairman Dan Richard and the California high Speed Rail (Aj^seOf)Authority, 


This would have been my public comment if I attended a board meeting on the 15^*' of 
november 


I am frustrated as hell to put it nicely. If I could express more freely \ would use more 
choice words. I do not have any property in the alignment and I cannot imagine what 
landowners in the alignments both West and East are going through. If ! had property in the 
alignment I assume I would be using those choice words. So what is my involvement that would 
allow me to feel and understand the frustration? I am part of CCHSRA, my brother is in the 
alignment, I have friends in the alignment both East and West, and I do contract work in fields 
that are in the alignment both East and West. So what has angered and frustrated me is the 
game the authority and the staff have played with the lives of Kings County residents and 
farmers. The authority and staff has showed a lack of concern for the stress they have placed on 
landowners that have a potential of being obliterated. First 1-5, then H\wy 99, then the West, 
then the East, then a new West, then back to the East. It is apparent that you have wanted to 
hap hazardly meet your requirements of having alternatives and fuliy exercising the use of both 
alignment alternatives. It is also apparent you have attempted to splinter the Kings County by 
developing a division between the West and East sides of Hanford, which you have not. It is also 
evident you have not taken into consideration the landowner as you freely wave a wand and 
one day a person's property is in the alignment, the next it's not, and a month later it is back in 
the alignment I assume the authority and staff does not know what it is like, the stress and the 
emotions a landowner faces as he (earns his property and livelihood is in danger of being taken 
by the state. If so I would assume the authority and staff wouldn't have played the games you 
have for the past two years. So I ask Chairman Richard to live up to what he is claiming in the 
media, a new and improved authority. Step one would be stop playing games. STOP PLAYING 
GAMESin 


Someone who Is fed up with the California High Speed Rail ( Abuse ofl Authoritv. 



Todd Fukuda 



November 6, 2013 


Mr Dan Richard 
Chairman 

California High Speed Rail Board 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


Chairman and Board Members: 

It is now 24 months since November of 2011 that I have tried to find out the impact to 
our property on the Hanford western alignment The front of the property Is to be 
impacted by the Orangeville underpass that Intersects with the rails that go up our lane. 
This results in a total closure to the only entrance and exit to our property. 

On September 26, 2013, at the Chinatown Revitalization meeting with the California 
Rail Authority, f again addressed the need for information to Diana Gomez, Project 


Manager, who stated she would return a phone call and even offered to come to our 





the decision for the Hanford alignment would be decided on November 15, 2013 
at the Sacramento Board meeting. 

' When I asked how the alignment decision could bew^ without the EIR/EIS 
completed and approved, I was given wM no reply. 

“ No information was avaiiable for the dimensions of the underpass or the 
rail impact for our property or that of our neighbor’s. I was told to wait until after 
the November 15 Board mating to be able to have information. 

- At the request for a map of our Involvement, I was told to go to the CAHSR 
website which I decline as is not user friendly. He offered to send only our 
property map. 

“ CajmEenaja^ to be the one to talk 

withiOLa n a wers as the of details for the ^tuiM 

co ntraertors. 

SUMMARY: After numerous contacts with personnel of the California High 
Speed Rail Authority, there are NOjLNWE Ra24jmonths later for the property owner 
as to the actual impact of the California High Speed Rail Project. It is very blatant 
that the California High Speed Rail Authority gives only vague manipulative 
statements. It is painfully obvious that the California High Speed Rail Authority 
displays great distain for honest communication while giving definite disregard 
and disrespect for the property, business and home owner. 

After much flip flopping from west to east, the eastern alignment is again slated to be 
chosen for Hanford. Jhg many d/Sfasfgftf/ ^ nmunters with the Authonty isav^ 
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in great/wf for th^ ftgriffioriwg /mp acte to every resident propo rty. business and 
tnnwjmn &rJn Kings C mmtVLemardless of w hich alignment The hard working 
men and women of Kings County are privileged to manifest high integrity and 
commonsense with which to see through the scamming platitudes In the dealings 
with the California High Speed Rati Authority. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Gmail - Board meeting date 


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=ed7b 177027&view-pt&s... 



Board meeting date 

1 message 



California High Speed Rail Authority: 


i was glad been I heard you might hold your board meeting Nov. 15, 2013. I have a conflict 
that will not allow me to attend Nov. 7. 2013. I was hoping you would hold your board 
meeting after the Nov. 8, 2013 Remedy Hearing of the Toss/Fukuda/Kings County 
Proposition 1A lawsuit. I was planning to speak. 

Then I could have spoke Nov. 7, 2013 If citizens in the Hanford area were given a live feed. 

You ask for public input, but you do not make it accusable for our voices to be heard. I 
think you just want uninformed people to think you want outside input, but really do not 
want to give us a voice. 
vSincerely, 

Karen J. Stout 
Stout Farms 
Kings County 
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November 5, 2013 

California High-Speed Rail Authority Board 
Sacramento City Council Chambers 
Sacramento City Hall 915 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: CA HSE Contracting Opportunities 

Members of the Board: 

California's High Speed Rail project has been a source of major interest by 
our constituency at the San Joaquin County Hispanic Chamber of 
Commerce. We view this as an opportunity to promote local businesses and 
create jobs the will support our local economies. One of the biggest 
opportunities lies in the upgrading of many of our existing feeder lines that 
will support the High Speed Rail project once it is online, but currently 
continue to provide travel routes for the central valley to the bay area and 
other parts of the state. 

With the development of both the HSR component and the upgraded 
systems, job seekers and local businesses look forward to participating in 
the bid process and the job creation. We will continue to support the 
delivery of system upgrades and High Speed Rail through such events that 
our chamber hosts annually like the Annual Procurement Expo, Job Expo, 
Business Forecast Conference and through our monthly publication that is 
distributed regionally. 

Thank you for the opportunity to show our support as this process moves 
forward in creating opportunities for our constituency at the San Joaquin 
County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce. 



Chief Executive Officer 


Chief Executive Officer 
Brenna Butler Garcia 


7500 West Lane, Suite 111, Stockton, CA 95210 ~ Phone 209-943-6117 ~ Fax 209-943-0114 

www.sjchispanicchamber.com 
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Kings Government Center 
1400 West Lacey Boulevard, 
Building No. 4 
Hanford, CA 93230 
(559) 852-2445 
Fax No.: (559)584-0865 


OFFICE OF THE 
K8NGS COUNTY COUNSEL 



COLLEEN CARLSON 
County Counsel 
Deputies: 

CARRIE R. WOOLLEY 
DIANE WALKER 
JULIANA F. GMUR 
ERIK D. KAEDING 
RISE A. DONLON 


November 7, 2013 

Hand-Delivered 


To: California High Speed Rail Authority Board 

From: Colleen Carlson, County Counsel for Kings County 

Re: Comments to be included in the record of your meeting 


Good morning Chairman Richard and board members; 


My name is Colleen Carlson. I serve as County Counsel to the 
County of Kings, 

Before 1 begin my comments, I wanted to congratulate the Central 
Valley Regional Director, Diana Gomez, on receipt of the Society of 
Hispanic Professional Engineer's Jamie Oaxaca Award. 

I, along with many others from Kings County awoke early and 
traveled many hours for the privilege of speaking here. It is my hope 
that you will extend us the courtesy of a little more than 90 seconds. 





California High Speed Rail Authority Board 
Novennber 1, 2013 
Page 2 of 5 


I urge you to re-think your approach to the Central Valley, the 
timing of your actions, and to revisit well-documented unfinished 
business in Kings County. 

The County has growing health, safety and economic concerns, 
and fears unaddressed damage. 

My comments today are about irony - the opposite of what one 
typically expects: 

Over the past three years you have flip flopped three times on a 
preferred alignment through Kings County: First east, then west, now 
east again. What has changed since April that you didn't know when 
you first went east over the objection of US EPA and Army Corps? Do 
you understand that your actions and inactions impact lives? You have 
impacted the ability of farms and dairies to get loans. You have 
Impacted business operations and decision making. 

Mr. Chairman, when you met with us in June, you claimed to 
essentially neutralize your staffs April recommendation so that we 
could work in good faith without a black cloud hanging over our heads. 
Without another word from you or your staff since, we learn from Craig 
Schmidt that you are again going east because, and ! quote, ''it is more 
convenient for travelers" in the Visalia-Tulare-Kings area. To add insult 
to injury, rather than hold this meeting in the place most affected, you 
hold this meeting in SACRAMENTO and refuse to have a satellite 
meeting place in Kings County to allow the hard working concerned 
citizens a chance to participate. We know you met with Visalia the 
same day you professed to be meeting in good faith with us. It appears 
you have flip flopped again based on politics ~ not the environment. I 
wonder what EPA and Army Corps will think. 

CEQA Section 21000.1 requires public agencies to conduct state 
projects "subject to the same level of review and consideration under 
[CEQA] as that of private projects required to be approved by public 
agencies. The Authority has spent 17 years and hundreds of millions of 
dollars studying the environmental impacts of its high speed rail 
project, only to recently argue in court that Prop. lA does not require 



California High Speed Rail Authority Board 
Novennber 1, 2013 
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compliance with CEQA. ... Irony. I note, despite your staffs agenda 
footnote, that Page 1-2 of the Programmatic EIR/EIS adopted by your 
board in 2005 indicates: "[t]he proposed HST system is subject to 
environmental review under CEQA, and the Authority is both the 
project sponsor and lead agency for CEQA compliance." 

The Authority recently vehemently argued to Judge Kinney that 
Prop. lA bond validation was imperative because those funds are 
urgently needed to begin project construction; then argued to the same 
judge a couple weeks later in a different but related case that it does 
not need Prop. lA funds because other state funds can be used.... Irony. 

A recent Authority press release gives you, Mr. Chairman, 
accolades for the "strong partnerships [you forged] with local 
governments", but you refuse to do so with Kings County. ...Irony. 

Since early 2011, the Authority has argued it is not required to 
coordinate the details of 30 miles of the spine of its project with Kings 
County; yet Gregg Albright, your former Acting Director of Planning and 
current employee of consultant Parsons Brinkerhoff, is quoted in 
August, 2013 as indicating "Coordination is key" to building a better 
California and high speed rail project, explaining "it has to be done 
locally and then build up... ." We were right all along, yet ignored or 
patronized.... Irony. 

You provided millions of dollars to Fresno to our north, and 
worked diligently with them to enhance existing transportation 
corridors along Highway 99, and are working with Shatter and big oil to 
our south to completely re-route the southernmost portion of the 
Fresno to Bakersfield alignment in order to continue on an existing 
transportation corridor, but then you slice right through the middle of 
protected farmland, away from existing corridors, in desecration of our 
Generai Plan to gain speed on the backs of Kings County and its hard 
working, food producing farmers.... Irony. 

Prop. lA supports transit oriented development and existing 
transportation corridors. The BNSF, an existing corridor, veers away 
from Fresno and Highway 99 and travels directly through the middle of 



California High Speed Rail Authority Board 
Novenriber 1, 2013 
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Hanford in Kings County where there is a train station, bus station, and 
transit hub, but you choose farmland instead.... Irony 

Visalia has offered free land for a station near its airport situated 
at the hub of two major highways and the UP railroad corridor, and you 
indicate using that route would take too much farmland. ...Irony. 

You explain to the people of Kings County that the Hwy 99 route is 
not ideal because it curves too much, yet you zig and zag in and out of 
farmland and under major power lines to use Kings County. ... irony. 
Also see attached map containing your proposed route imposed over 
Highway 99. Your explanation fails. 

In 2011, your people told Kings County it is '"too late to change", 
but have since released two different draft versions of the 
environmental document ignoring Kings 

County's well documented concerns; yet you are willing to 
accommodate big oil and little Shatter.... Irony. 

I note that your blended approach is "highly acclaimed" according 
to a recent Authority press release, but a superior court judge ruled in 
August, 2013, that such funding plan and approach is an abuse of 
discretion that does not comply with Prop. lA. ...Irony. 

I recall a recent question from Senator Lowenthal to Chairman 
Richard as follows: Chairman "for ail this money, ... we [are] going to 
get genuine high speed rail" [right]? Response: "no, but you are going 
to get a lot." Irony? 

Kings County reviews progress reports and, as a result, has many 
safety concerns. For example, Progress Report 41 from June contains a 
comment that the Fresno-Bakersfield section draft design submittal 
does not meet the "Alignment Design Standard for High-Speed Train 
Operation TM 2.1.2". It further indicates that there are "many quality 
control issues." The County is concerned with the health, safety and 
welfare of its citizens, and it's Board of Supervisors most certainly has 
the power to protect. 



California High Speed Rail Authority Board 
November 7, 2013 
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Progress Report 39 indicates that over and under passes can't be 
designed without coordination with Counties and Cities regarding road 
speed, because speed impacts the dimension and safety. I know with 
certainty no road speed coordination has occurred with Kings County. 

In closing, 1 would urge you to delay your vote -- not sneak these 
prolonged actions through during the holiday season; get your 
environmental ducks in a row; revisit reasonable alternatives outside of 
Kings County and along existing corridors that were eliminated for the 
wrong reasons; or coordinate in good faith with Kings County to resolve 
its legitimate concerns like any other developer would be required to 
do in order to receive project approval. 

Lastly, I would like to remind you Mr. Chairman of the many 
promises that either you or your staff have not carried out, as outlined 
in my October 30, 2013 notice to you, and of your June 4, 2013 promise 
directly to the Kings County Board of Supervisors, that is: "But I will 
make this promise to you sitting right here on the record, which is I 
won't vote to adopt an EIR or EIS for this alignment if you're telling me 
that the data on which we're making that decision is still not consistent 
with where the county is." We are telling you it is not consistent. 

Thank you. 


Sincerely, 



Colleen Carlson 


Enclosures : 

1. October 30, 2013 e-mail at 4:47 PM to Diana Gomez, Chairman 
Richard, and High Speed Rail Authority Board Members 

2. Map of proposed route imposed over Highway 99 



Carlson, Colleen 


From: Carlson, Colleen 

Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2013 4:47 PM 

To: Diana Gomez (dgomez(a)hsr.ca.gov); drichard@hsr.ca.gov; 

'boardmembers@hsr.ca.gov' 

Cc: Verboon, Doug; Spikes, Larry 

Subject: YOU ARE ON NOTICE 

Attachments: #9 06-04-2013 County-HSR coordination transcript.pdf; 04-02-13 SIGNED letter 

Verboon to Richard.pdf; 02-07-13 SIGNED letter Verboon to Richard.pdf; 06-27-12 
SIGNED Letter Spikes to Richard re Absurd Responses.pdf; 04-27-12 HSRs attempt to 
answer Countys 60 questions.pdf 



Dear Ms. Gomez and Chairman Richard and Board Members: 

YOU ARE AGAIN ON NOTICE that you have not done as promised. The list of outstanding commitments is long. 

JUNE 4, 2013 

The short list of outstanding/unaddressed issues relating only to our June 4, 2013 meeting is included again [below] for 
your reference. 

Mr. Richard, I feel it important to remind you of your specific PROMISE which I am quoting from the 6-4-13 
transcript of our meeting, recorded by a certified court reporter as follows: 

"But I will make this promise to you sitting 

right here on the record, which is I won’t vote to adopt 

an EIR or EIS for this alignment if you're telling me 

that the data on which we’re making that decision is 

still not consistent with where the county is.” (Pg. 14 - see attached) 

This reminder is particularly important in light of your Board's 11-7-13 agenda Item No. 2: "CONSIDERATION OF THE 
STAFF RECOMMENDED PREFERRED ALIGNMENT FOR THE FRESNO TO BAKERSFIELD PROJECT SECTION". It is difficult to 
imagine how you can proceed with such without addressing the articulate, specific concerns of Kings County, especially 
after your promise. It is also difficult to understand why not one attempt has been made since the June 4, 2013 
meeting, especially after sending the very specific reminder list below. 

I can honestly say that I have never worked with a group such as the Authority, that has an interesting and important 
project, that so consistently meets, promises, then drops the ball. It is difficult to know what you expect us to think or 
expect us to behave, but we are definitely disappointed. We have spent valuable time explaining and articulating only 
to be consistently overlooked and ignored. 

It is difficult to keep things professional when your organization behaves so unprofessionally. It is not our mission to 
embarrass, but you most certainly should be. This is the biggest transit project in California's history yet you are 
consistently getting the cart before the horse. It is not our mission to get in the way of your project. This project 
belongs to all Californians and should be a model, not a chronicle of what not to do. We are trying to protect the 
County and its communities and all taxpayers from the clear ineptness you consistently portray. That ineptness will 
translate directly to destruction in our community and an extraordinary burden on all taxpayers. That is not acceptable 
here and should not be anywhere. We will not stop insisting on quality and accountability. 
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Below is the list that that evolved from the June 4, 2013 transcript attached and was forwarded to Diana Gomez and 
Chairman Richard on October 8 , 2013: 

THE PRIOR LIST OF 6-4-13 UNRESOLVED MATTERS AND FOLLOW-UP PROMISES: 

"Good afternoon Diana, 

I had a chance to speak with Chairman Verboon regarding your e-mail below. In response, he requested I review the 
transcript of the June 4, 2013 meeting and respond to you directly regarding a host of outstanding issues from that 
meeting alone. Those include the following: 

1. Maps : On June 4, 2013, you left a large scale map for the western alignment, but the consultants did not have 
the large scale map for the eastern alignment. It was indicated at that time that we would receive it. We have 
not received . The purpose was so that both could be displayed and the community could review and provide 
comments either to the County or directly to you. Have you received any comments on the Western bypass 
displayed? The idea was to discuss circulation, safety and other issues that may be triggered. 

2. Electronic Shape Files Update : At the time of the meeting, it was agreed that an update to the shape files we 
received from the Authority's consultants earlier would be received after the meeting. We did not receive the 
shape file update promised . Instead, we received a message -1 believe through Cheryl Lehn at URS - that it 
would not be provided. 

3. Hwy 99/1-99 : The issue of upgrading Hwy 99 to an Interstate was discussed. A question was posed whether the 
Authority had considered coordinating with Caltrans on this and to incorporate the HSR alignment into such 
project. Mr. Richard indicated: "I don't know the answer to that. Our CEO, Mr. Morales, was the CalTrans 
director, so I'll ask him." We have not received a response . 

4. Dairy Permit Streamlining : Mr. Pentorelli Indicated a main issue was whether or not new crop plans had to be 
prepared. He said it wasn't really an issue unless the nitrogen level changed. A commenter at the meeting 
actually pointed out that of course the ratio will change if you export the same level of effluent onto less land 
because land has been taken for right of way. The issue remains unaddressed . Additionally, Mr. Gatzka 
reminded that all of the issues the County would have to address for dairy re-permitting were included in a prior 
letter that are already in staffs hands and he would be happy to provide it again. He has not been asked to 
provide it again and we have received no follow-up whatsoever on this or any issue raised during the June 4, 
2013 meeting. Mr. Gatzka explained that while the County's 2002 Dairy Element does have a streamlined 
permitting process, as long as the project meets certain standards for nitrate wastewater distribution and cattle 
numbers, once that gets disrupted, that permitting process has to get relooked at. 

5. Dairy Permit Streamlining #2 - Easements : The question was raised and assurances made that the Authority 
would follow up on whether the Authority will actually allow an easement under or over its right of way to 
accommodate a pipeline for continued distribution of wastewater as to not disrupt an operation bisected by the 
track. You may recall that Chairman Richard indicated: "I will make this promise to you sitting right here on the 
record, which is I won't vote to adopt and EIR or EIS for this alignment if you're telling me that the data on which 
we're making that decision is still not consistent with where the county is. So we would at least have that 
conversation to try to get it as harmonized as much as possible so that what I have before me and my colleagues 
as decision makers is a full understanding of this. Our Ag Commissioner added that this must be resolved. The 
pipes are sometimes used for irrigation and sometimes effluent is injected into the pipeline. I clarified that the 
worry is the time in between. What happens while the Right of Way Agent and property owner are negotiating 
and the Authority has no fixed process in place. The farmer could lose his crops and the consequences could 
hugely affect the farmer's operations. We have heard nothing more on this issue . 

6 . Well Inventory : Mr. Gatzka pointed out and our comments to the EIR/EIS include the request more than a year 
ago that the Authority inventory the wells that will be disrupted or impacted directly. Has this been done? Mr. 
Spikes indicated that this can't be an entirely unique situation and you must have some process developed for 
the farmland you are in the process of acquiring in Madera and some in Fresno that is not along existing 
roads. Mr. Gatzka further explained this issue and indicated that if each situation is left to the design-build 
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contractor to remedy, it could really slow the process. Instead, a process should be developed now that 
incorporates mitigation procedures. Dan Richard replied: "I'm making a note to myself because I want to 
follow up on this, which is there's a question of the efficiency of the design. If we say to the design build 
contractor understand that there's going to be a baseline of x number of under crossings that are going to have 
to be dug through over this wide length of miles, we don't exactly know where they are yet because that will be 
part of the curing and mitigation process. But you should build into your-your bid and your thinking those are 
going to be there. I think what Mr. Gatzka is getting at is it should be more than just the - just the right of way 
acquisition process, there ought to be some design standards, if you will, that address on a generic basis how 
we're going to..." address this. Mr. Richard continued that he believed that the Authority may already have 
some documents that talk about generic strategies and indicated "we'll provide those as well to the 
county." We have not received any such documents . 

7. Loss of Amtrak Stations : Supervisor Valle expressed concern for the loss of stations in Hanford and Corcoran 
when the new Authority line is built. Mr. Richard indicated that it is not the Authority's intention to orphan 
those stations and mentioned that he has been talking with Secretary Kelly at the Transportation Agency about 
this very issue. No follow-up information has been provided to the County on this issue . 

8 . Reimbursement Agreement: The County finds many issues with the Reimbursement Agreement, but is not 
willing to enter into an Agreement with the Authority while it is in litigation against the Authority. 

9. Water Levels on Hanford West Bypass : It has come to our attention from reviewing URS technical memos to the 
Board that it has released a technical memo on the groundwater levels in the vicinity of the western 

bypass. The County would like a copy of that memo please . 

Conclusion: There is no reason to meet at this time. Essentially 
everything you, Mr. Richard and the consultants indicated you would 
follow up on remains outstanding after three more months . Until those 
items are addressed, there is no point. We look forward to you providing 
the information promised." 


APRIL 2, 2013 

I have attached hereto an April 2, 2013 letter from our Board Chairman to Mr. Richard. It is another list of unmet 
commitments. The details are included in the letter, but the short list consists of the following: 

• Project triggered non-compliance with AB 32 

• Outstanding Ag Issues 

• Foreseeable Pesticide Drift 

• Circulation Issues 

• Implications of AB 1779 


FEBRUARY 7. 2013 

I have attached hereto a February 7, 2013 letter from our Board Chairman to Mr. Richard. It is another reminder of all 
the issues that have not been addressed. 

June 27, 2012 

I have attached hereto a June 27, 2012 letter from our County Administrative Officer to Mr. Richard. It contains lists of 
prior issues that were not addressed. Just a short list includes the following: 
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• AB32 

• Dairy Permitting 

• Existing Conditions 

• Pesticide Drift 

• Mitigation Measures 

• Outstanding Ag Issues 

• And lists of questions re prior outstanding, unaddressed questions. 


APRIL 27, 2012 

I have attached hereto an April 27, 2012 letter from the Authority. I am told that Mr. Richard recently indicated to Mr. 
Oliveira in a board meeting and follow-up correspondence that all of Kings County's questions have been 
answered. After you review the responses, I am sure you will agree that they are responses, but not necessarily 
resolution and very poor "answers". A few examples: 

SECURITY ISSUES : 

• Q: Who will be responsible for Public Safety relating to the project: A: "Although it has not been 
formally decided who will be responsible for public safety during construction and operation, we 
anticipate that those decisions may fall in line with similar existing arrangements." WHAT DOES THIS 
MEAN? 

• A: "A Threat and vulnerability analysis will be developed....". WHEN? DOES IT EXIST NOW? 

• Q: What about security against terrorism? A: the Federal Railroad Authority has determined the 
Transportation Security Administration "has jurisdiction over all security matters including HST" and 
has a "dedicated deputy general manager assigned to the project... but TSA currently has no 
established regulations ... but is working to develop..." WHEN? DOES IT EXIST NOW AS YOU BEGIN 
CONSTRUCTION? 

• Q: What is your plan to police the project? A: "...the Authority is in the process of evaluating types of 
policing methods and services that potentially could be employed..." HAS THE AUTHORITY FIGURED 
THIS OUT? WHAT IS THE PLAN? 

PEST QUARANTINE ISSUES : 

• Q: What is the authority doing about potential pest quarantine issues? A: We do not anticipate a problem, but if 
there is one, we "would manage in close cooperation with Kings County." ... "the Authority plans to work closely 
with the County..." . IS THERE A PLAN? 

ECONOMIC LOSS TO COUNTY AS A RESULT OF PROJECT 

• Q: How do you intend to address the economic impacts of the project on Kings County. A: "To understand these 
effects, and eventually mitigate them to the greatest extent possible, the Authority has endeavored to carefuliy 
consider the economic and social effects of the HST and to carefully determine whether they will lead to 
secondary impacts on the environment. The Authority believes that Kings County officials will be our best 
resource in determining these impacts as we move forward." IS THIS AN ANSWER? IT PROVIDES NO REFERENCE 
TO A STUDY. IT INDICATES KINGS COUNTY WILL PROVIDE THE INFORMATION IT IS ASKING FOR. 

LACK OF PROJECT DETAILS : 

• Q: The County's planning director indicated that the lack of project detail makes it difficult to evaluate the 
impacts to the County and expressed frustration with this. A: "CHSRA understands the frustrations that can 
arise...especially on a project of this magnitude...We look forward to continuing our collaborative discussion with 
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you on a detailed level as the project advances." THIS HAS NOT HAPPENED. WHERE IS THE ANSWER? WHEN 
WILL THIS OCCUR IF IT HAS NOT FOR THE PAST TWO AND A HALF YEARS THAT WE HAVE BEEN ASKING? 

ROAD CLOSURES: 

• Q: ho\A/ many road closures will result from the project and how will ag and public safety be able to continue in 
light of the closures? A: there will be four closures. Staggered construction is the plan. WHAT? 


Essentially, the "answers" are that we will work with you - don't worry. That is not good enough, particularly because 
every time you have promised to work with Kings County it NEVER happens. Unfortunately, I could keep going, but I 
am growing weary that it makes no difference what we write. It only grows the records of wrongs committed against 
the County. This is not acceptable. Please address our legitimate, repeated, ongoing concerns. 


Sincerely, 


Colleen Carlson 
County Counsel 
County of Kings 

1400 W. Lacey Blvd., Building #4 
Hanford, CA 93230 
Phone: 559-852-2448 
Fax: 559-584-0865 

E-mail: colleen.carlson@co.kings.ca.us 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information for the use of the designated 
recipients. If you are not the intended recipient, (or authorized to receive for the recipient) you are hereby notified that you have received this communication in 
error and that any review, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or copying of it or its contents is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, 
please destroy all copies of this communication and any attachments and contact the sender by reply e-mail or telephone 559.852.2445. 


From: Gomez, Diana@HSR f mailto:Diana.Gomez@hsr.ca.Qov 1 
Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2013 12:43 PM 
To: Verboon, Doug; Carlson, Colleen 
Subject: Kings County follow up 

Supervisor Verboon, 

It's been over 3 months since we met and I wanted to follow up on a couple of items: 

• We have not received any comments on the reimbursable agreement and we would 
like to finalize so we can ensure the County 

is getting reimbursed for their reviews. 

• Would you like to schedule another meeting. We can provide an update on the 
project and our work with impacted property owners. 

• We also be following up a with a letter regarding our permit requests that have been denied 
by the County and would like to discuss this issue. 

Also survey notices will be mailed to impacted property owners within the boundaries of the 
Hanford East alignment. Boundary surveys are one of the first steps in the right-of-way 
process. These surveys establish property boundaries to assess potential impacts and inform 
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appraisal mapping. The survey crews do not collect any information about the property other 
than verifying legal boundaries. 

Look forward to hearing from you hope all is well. 


Diana Gomez, PE, PMP 

Central Valley Regional Director 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
diana.qomez@hsr.ca.QOV 

(559) 445-5172 Office 
(559) 801-1164 Cell 


Colleen Carlson 
County Counsel 
County of Kings 

1400 W. Lacey Blvd., Building #4 
Hanford, CA 93230 
Phone: 559-852-2448 
Fax: 559-584-0865 

E-mail: colleen.carlson(5)co.kings.ca.us 


CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information for the use of the designated 
recipients. If you are not the intended recipient, (or authorized to receive for the recipient) you are hereby notified that you have received this communication in 
error and that any review, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or copying of it or its contents is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, 
please destroy all copies of this communication and any attachments and contact the sender by reply e-mail or telephone 559.852.2445. 
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Which one has more curves, Highway 99 
or High Speed Rail? 
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DOUG VERBOON 

Supervisor 
District 3 



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Kings County Government Center 
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard 
Hanford, California 93230 
Phone (559) 582-3211-Ext. 2366 
Fax (559) 585-8047 


November 7 , 2013 

To: California High Speed Raii Authority Board 

From: Supervisor Doug Verboon, Kings County Board of Supervisors 

Re: Comments for CHSRA Board Meeting. 


Good Morning; I am Doug Verboon. i am the Chairman of the Kings County Board of Supervisors and 
a 3rd generation farmer of Goid Top Ranch iocated in Hanford. 

i am here to present comments on the County's behaif, aiong with our iocal Kings County Farm 
BureaU; and a group of other peopie that formed the California Citizens for High Speed Raii 
Accountabiiity. We have traveiied a iong way to speak with you and i hope you wiil afford us a iittie 
extra consideration to hear our concerns. 


I am hand deiivering a ietter prepared by our iegal counsei Dougias Carstens. it is the second part of 
a set of comments we started before your iast meeting down in Los Angeies iast month. Now we are 
up here to see you in Sacramento. We sure wish you wouid have these hearings cioser to where we 
are- and where you are proposing to buiid this rail line. Kings County is on the opposite side of the 
Authority in two iawsuits - one over Proposition lA and the other over the Authority seeking 
vaiidation of its bond funding. 

But today, we are here to ask you not to make the mistake of creating more momentum for a 
particular alignment through Kings County until you, and your staff, has really sat down and 
coordinated with us. You have to get your environmental documents right, and make sure everyone 
has a good chance to look them over- and 1 don't mean during the holidays coming up. Real people 
are facing real impacts from what you are planning- impacts to their lives and livelihoods, and those 
of theirfamiiies. 

There is plenty of new information, and recent changes since you put out a revised EIR last year. 
Your staffs recommendation of the Hanford East Alignment is the latest in a series of major last 
minute changes or new discoveries that people have to have the time to look at and think about. 
The letters we and others are putting in talk about new geotechnical information, shallow 
groundwater, land subsidence, and compressible soils; design changes like elevated tracks over the 
three channels of the Kings River; and power lines and substations that are not even identified in the 
review documents. 

There are better alternatives missing that we still don't have a satisfactory explanation for, the SR-99 
and 1-5 Corridors have advantages and disadvantages of their own, but those should be laid out side- 
by-side with the alignment you are narrowing in on. The view from Kings County is that either of 
those major transportation Corridors would make a lot more sense than the plan your staff currently 
prefers. We are asking you to put the project on a firm footing that makes sense to people on the 
outside looking in- not just to you and your staff. Answer the questions we have been posing aii 
along, and coordinate your efforts with us. if the project is going to be done, it has to be done right. 


OIATTEN-BROWN & CaRSTENS CHSRA, fra, STB, CEQ 

TELEPHONE: (3103 ^&-2400 2200 PACMC COAST HKjSWAY E-naikDPC@CBCEA2.TBLAV.CaM NOVCmlOEr 6, 2013 

FACSIMILE: <3103798-2402 SUITE 318 Page 2 of 20 
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Benjamin J. Hanelin 
Direct Dial: (213)891-8015 
benjamin.hanelin@lw.com 


LATHAM&WATKINSllp 


November 7, 2013 

BY HAND DELIVERY 


Honorable Board of Directors 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


355 South Grand Avenue 

Los Angeies, Cailfornia 90071-1560 

Tel: +1,213.485.1234 Fax: +1.213.891.8763 

www.lw.com 


FiRM / AFFlLiATE OFFiCES 


Abu Dhabi 

Barceiona 

Beijing 

Boston 

Brussels 

Chicago 

Doha 

Dubai 

Dusseldorf 

Frankfurt 

Hamburg 

Hong Kong 

Houston 

London 

Los Angeies 

Madrid 


Milan 

Moscow 

Munich 

New Jersey 

New York 

Orange County 

Paris 

Riyadh 

Rome 

San Diego 

San Francisco 

Shanghai 

Siiicon Valley 

Singapore 

Tokyo 

Washington, D.C. 


Re: November 7. 2013 Board of Directors Meeting Agenda Item # 2: Consideration of 

the Staff Recommended Preferred Alignment for the Fresno Balcersfield Project 
Section 


Dear Honorable Board Members: 

We are writing on behalf of our client, Coffee-Brimhall LLC, to request that you reject 
staff’s Preferred Alternative for the Fresno to Balcersfield portion of the California High-Speed 
Train Project. Because the High Speed Rail Authority has not identified a funding source for a 
dedicated high-speed rail alignment south of Shatter, the Board should not adopt a Preferred 
Alternative that unnecessarily cuts through neighborhoods, homes, and businesses fi’om Shatter 
to downtown Bakersfield. We appreciate that staffs proposed resolution directs staff to continue 
to work with the City of Bakersfield to address the range of decision-making options for this 
Board, but request that clearer direction be given to staff today on the Board’s implementation of 
the project in Bakersfield. 

Specifically, the Board should adopt a Preferred Alternative with a dedicated high-speed 
only aligmnent to Shatter that, at Shatter, ties into the existing BNSF/Amtrak track and continues 
on this existing track Bakersfield. This will create a segment with “independent utility” that can 
be built today. Alternatively, if the Board decides not to consider this feasible alternative, the 
Board should amend the resolution to confirm that the Board will not rely on any environmental 
clearances for the Fresno to Balcersfield Project Section in deciding what the ultimate alignment 
througlr the metropolitan Bakersfield area will be. The Board should also direct Authority staff 
to analyze alternative Bakersfield area alignments as part of the Bakersfield to Palmdale Project 
Section environmental analyses. In other words, the Board should commit to taking a fresh look 
at the Bakersfield alignment when it analyzes the Bakersfield to Palmdale section and should 
preclude itself from relying on any environmental clearance connected to the Fresno to 
Bakersfield section. Due to the admitted lack of funding, the high-speed rail project will not be 
prejudiced in any way if the Board makes these commitments today. 
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However, failing to take either of these actions has real world consequences for 
thousands of residents, homeowners, and businesses in the alignment’s path, and threatens to 
delay the project by creating unnecessary opposition to it. If the Board adopts staff s proposed 
Preferred Alternative today, the Board will place a black mark on every property in and near the 
alignment and spur project opposition. While the Board will only be drawing a line on a piece of 
paper, there are real world impacts from doing so - residential property values will drop, 
communities will be split in two, and businesses will forgo necessary investments. Both of the 
alternatives offered here protect against these impacts and fomenting contempt and we 
respectfully request that the Board adopt one or both of them. 

Coffee-Brimhall, LLC owns approximately 255 acres of land at Coffee Road and 
Brimhall Road in Bakersfield and has approvals to build two million square feet of retail and 
commercial buildings and 425 dwelling units as part of the Bakersfield Commons project. The 
Bakersfield Hybrid alignment cross this property as it cuts through the adjacent neighborhoods 
and heads into downtown Bakersfield. This is simply unacceptable to our client and to the 
Bakersfield community, which strongly supports the Bakersfield Commons project and looks 
forward to the economic engine that a project of the magnitude that Bakersfield Commons will 
be. We have raised these issues on numerous occasions, including through a comment letter 
dated October 19, 2012, on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Fresno to Bakersfield segment (RDEIR/S), which is incorporated by 
this reference. 

Though these site-specific issues are critical, the immediate issue before the Board today 
is the approval of a Preferred Alternative alignment. In the Bakersfield area, staff recommends 
the Bakersfield Hybrid Alternative because, in staffs view, “it would impact the fewest acres of 
quality habitat along the Kem River, it would impact the fewest religious facilities, cause the 
fewest residential displacements, and it would not impact the Bakersfield High School campus 
and Bethel Christian School.” (Staff Recommendation: Preferred Alternative, November 2013, 
p. 4-1.) 


The Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), however, only have 
funding for the Fresno to Bakersfield segment to extend the proposed new high speed rail line 
between Fresno and Shafter, We are not aware of a funding source that would permit 
construction of new high speed-only track between Shafter and downtown Bakersfield, nor has 
either agency identified any. Because this funding does not exist, the Board should not adopt a 
Preferred Alternative that includes a high-speed alignment between Shafter and Bakersfield. 
Adopting staffs Preferred Alternative violates CEQA because doing so means that the Authority 
will not analyze a feasible alternative that would mitigate the impacts of the alignment through 
Balcersfield. 

The RDEIR/S only analyzes the environmental impacts of a new high speed track 
between Shafter and Bakersfield. The RDEIR/S does not discuss of the possibility that another 
alignment may be needed to connect from Shafter to Bakersfield despite the funding challenges 
currently facing this segment. Since there is only funding to build the project to Shafter, and the 
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Authority has stated that each segment must have independent utility,^ the Authority will have to 
tie the high speed rail line from Fresno to Shafter into existing rail lines in order to reach 
Bakersfield. If the Authority does not analyze the impacts fi'om this alignment now, it will need 
to reopen the environmental review process and do it later. Under CEQA, “an EIR must include 
an analysis of the environmental effects of future expansion or other action if: (1) it is a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the future expansion or action 
will be significant in that it will likely change the scope or mature of the initial project or its 
enviromnental effects.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University 
of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396.) Similarly, under NEPA, the range of actions to be 
considered in a single environmental impact statement includes “[cjonnected actions, which 
means that they are closely related and therefore should be discussed in the same impact 
statement.” (40 CFR § 1508.25.) 

Therefore, to protect any certification of this segment’s EIR against a well-founded 
piecemealing and segmenting argument, the Board should approve a Preferred Alternative that 
contains high-speed only rail between Fresno and Shafter and then ties into the existing 
BNSF/Amtrak track at Shafter and uses this existing track to continue to Balcersfield and to 
create a segment with “independent utility.” 

As an alternative, if the Board adopts the staff-recommended Preferred Alternative, the 
Board should concurrently adopt a resolution confirming that it will not undertake any design, 
acquisition, or construction activities pursuant to this approval with respect to the Bakersfield 
area. This resolution would blunt the significant impacts on homeowners and businesses of 
drawing a black line through and next to their properties. Should the Board ultimately certify the 
EIS/EIR for the Fresno to Bakersfield Project Section, the Board should immediately thereafter 
adopt a Notice of Preparation for the Bakersfield to Palmdale Project Section EIS/EIR directing 
the Authority to analyze alternative alignments for the Balcersfield region. These alternative 
alignments must include a Balcersfield station location outside of the City center, which is the 
preferred station location of a “majority of individual and government official comments.” (Staff 
Recommendation: Preferred Alternative, November 2013, p. 2-1.) 


^ The RDEIR/S states that the Merced to Fresno and Fresno to Bakersfield sections of the Eligh 
Speed Train system have been prioritized to meet American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) funding requirements. ARRA’s funding requirements include a funding deadline of 
Sept. 30, 2017, and a requirement that the Federal investment demonstrate “independent utility” 
as that term is defined in the High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Notice of Funding Availability 
and Interim Program Guidance (74 Fed. Reg. 29900, 29905, June 23, 2009) (“Notice of Funding 
Availability”). (RDEIR/S, p. 2-108.) The Notice of Funding Availability defines “independent 
utility” as “[a] project.. .[that] will result, upon completion, in the creation of new or 
substantially improved High-Speed Rail/Intercity Passenger Rail service, and will provide 
tangible and measurable benefits even if no additional investments in the same High-Speed 
Rail/Intercity Passenger Rail service are made.” (Emphasis added.) The tenn “Intercity 
Passenger Rail” is defined in the Notice of Funding Availability to “subsume[] both High-Speed 
Rail and conventional intercity passenger services^ (Emphasis added.) 
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LATHAMs^WATKINSllp 

The Board should not approve a Preferred Alternative that includes a high speed track 
between Shatter and Bakersfield. Funding for this segment does not exist, and the selection of 
Preferred Alternative that may never be built puts an unnecessary strain on residents and 
businesses and creates an unnecessary litigation risk for the Authority relative to its 
environmental review of this major project. 

We very much appreciate your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(213) 891-8015 if you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 


/s/ Beniamin Hanelin _ 

Benjamin J. Hanelin 
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 

cc: Jeff Morales, Chief Executive Officer, California High Speed Rail Authority 

Thomas Fellenz, Chief Counsel, California High Speed Rail Authority 
David Valenstein, Environmental Program Manager, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Christine Mirabel 
Mr. Alan Tandy 
Ms. Virginia “Ginny” Gennaro 
Mr. Jim Eggert 
Mr. George Mihlsten 
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November 7, 2013 


Good Morning Chairman Richard and Members of the Board. 

My name is Ross Browning and I am a resident of Kings County. 

On October 25, 2013, on Channel 18’s “The Maddy Report”, Jeff 
Morales, CEO of the California High Speed Rail Authority when asked 
about the people and resistance in Hanford, stated. “It is the growing 
pains of the project.” The resistance felt is NOT “the growing pains of 
the project”, it IS, however, our attempt to shine light on the terrible, 
inept lack of planning, and poor management of this project. It also 
highlights the inefficient and ineffective use of taxpayers money. 

South of the city of Fresno your alignment leaves Highway 99 and 
goes helter-skelter, bisecting fields diagonally, through the best 
agricultural land in the country. South of Fresno County is Kings 
County. It is 34th in size of the 58 counties in California, but Kings 
County is 8th of the 58 counties in Gross Agricultural Value, as 
expressed in dollars in agricultural crop income according to the 
Kings County Ag Crop Report of 2012. 

Growing Pains? NO. It is the destruction of Kings County’s highly 
efficient planning, construction and operation of its farms and dairies. 
This project should not be here. The High Speed Track, at this time, is 
NOT aligned on a major transportation corridor, like 1-5, as Proposition 
1A says it needs to be. 

This Authority needs to comply with the law and Judge Kenny’s 
rulings of August 16th. At this time you are operating illegally. You are 
doing a disservice not only to yourself but to all residents pf Kings 
County, the tax payers of the State of California, and ^-^ufo making 
a mockery of our State Judicial System. 



Remarks to California High Speed Rail Authority Board 
November 7, 2013 

Liz O’Donoghue, The Nature Conservancy (eodonoghue@tnc,org) 


Good morning, Chairman Richard and Board Members. My name is Liz O’Donoghue, Director of 
Infrastructure and Land Use for The Nature Conservancy. 

Today you are being asked to authorize staff to move ahead to conserve a portion of the Lazy K 
Ranch to help mitigate for the Merced — Fresno segment of the project. This project will help 
protect important and rare biological resources in the area which has long been identified as a 
conservation priority. 

I’m here to encourage you to take this opportunity to build on this action to set a new direction for 
mitigation going forward that will break from the status quo - to adopt a more effective approach 
than the typical, project by project approach to mitigation, which is risky, costly and often 
ineffective, 

A better process, called regional advance mitigation planning or RAMP, relies on science, 
collaboration and landscape scale conservation and mitigation planning, to mitigate in advance of 
the project implementation. 

Both research and practical experience shows that this is a more effective and efficient way to 
approach mitigation that reduces project delivery time, is less costly and more cost effective for 
infrastructure agencies. Importantly, it results in better conservation outcomes. 

Cahfornia’s rich and diverse natural habitats are under stress and are eroding or disappearing. Our 
natural habitats provide us with clean water to drink, clean air to breathe, rich soil to grow food and 
sequester carbon, and our beautiful rivers, mountains and valleys offer us opportunities to de-stress 
and recharge. Once these resources are impacted, they are lost forever, 

As you know, the Authority is required under NEPA and CEQA to adhere to the mitigation 
hierarchy to first, avoid impacts, then minimize impacts, and then if there are unavoidable impacts, 
to then to acquire or restore resources to compensate for the impact. 

With a project this size, you will be spending milUons if not more on mitigating for the impact of the 
project on biological resources, both aquatic and terrestrial. 

It is critically important that those compensatory mitigation investments in protecting the valuable, 
rare and disappearing habitats and species are sound and successful and are not wasted. 

To that end, I would Hke to offer a few guiding principles that the Authority should consider 
moving forward. 

1) Base investment decisions on landscape scale conservatipn planning that identifies regional 
conservation priorities and drive mitigation investments td'advance those priorities. 



2) Focus on larger investments that ensure that ecological processes are protected and deliver 
more effective ecological outcomes, such as habitat connectivity and climate resilience. 

3) Ensure that mitigation investments are enduring, 

4) Provide transparency and accountability to the process and the investments. 

5) To the extent feasible, partner with other infrastructure agencies, such as Caltrans and local 
transportation agencies to bundle mitigation needs and invest in larger mitigation sites, 

6) Mitigation needs to be paid for by the project, not other external sources of funds. 

7) Importantly, start the process now to reap the benefits of mitigating in advance for potential 
impacts, 

This is not a new concept, It is in place for transportation programs in Orange and San Diego 
Counties. Caltrans has been moving this way for years. The Federal Highways Administration has 
been developing this approach called “Eco-logical” or the “Integrated Ecological Framework” for 
the past five years. The regulatory agencies support this approach. It’s just more difficult to do 
today because our current systems, practices and funding frameworks are based on the project-by- 
project approach and it’s hard to change. 

I will close with reporting on an announcement last week from U.S. Department of Interior 
Secretary Sally Jewell who issued an order’ outlining a new mitigation strategy. She said the strategy 
will be based on a few key points, which align with what I just mentioned. Those points are: 

“(1) the use of a landscape-scale approach to identify and facilitate investment in key consen^ation 
priorities in a region; 

(2) early integration of mitigation considerations in project planning and design; 

(3) ensuring the durability of mitigation measures over time; 

(4) ensuring transparency and consistency in mitigation decisions; 

(5) a focus on mitigation efforts that improve the resilience of our Nation's resources in the face of 
climate change.” 

We really believe that if the High Speed Rail Authority adopts this paradigm for mitigation, it will be 
a model of innovation and a new standard for the rest of California and the nation. The Nature 
Conservancy stands ready to assist the Authority in adopting a new paradigm for mitigation. 

Thank you. 


http://www.doi.gov/news/loader.cfm?csModule=security/getfile&pageId=380602 



Wasco-Shafter Ag Group 

P.O.Box 1200 
Wasco, California 93280 


November 5, 2013 


Ms. Diana Gomez 
Central Valley Regional Director 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
2550 Mariposa Mall, Suite 3015 
Fresno, CA. 93721 

Dear Ms. Gomez: 

The Wasco-Shafter Ag Group is writing to indicate its support of the BNSF Alignment for the High Speed 
Train (HST) in the Wasco-Shafter area. This support is based on evaluation of a wide range of interests 
and factors. Including that alignment's consistency with the project purpose, its furtherance of the 
public interest, and its relative effects on the environment compared to other alternatives. 

The Project Objectives of the HST System in California and in the South San Joaquin Valley include: 

• Maximizing the use of existing transportation corridors and rights-of-way, to the extent 
feasible. 

• Providing intercity travel in a manner sensitive to and protective of the region's natural and 
agricultural resources and reduce emissions and vehicle miles traveled for intercity trips. 


The BNSF Rail is the existing transportation corridor in the Wasco-Shafter Community. Therefore, the 
BNSF Alignment would "maximize the use" of an existing transportation corridor and the associated 
rights of way. The Bypass Alternative would strike out across prime farmland, bifurcating parcels 
diagonally, and crossing existing transportation corridors resulting in 20 road closures, thereby creating 
a new constraint in an otherwise rural area. The BNSF Alignment only results in 5 road closures. Road 


Parameter 

BNSF Alternative {Through 
Wasco and Shatter) 

Wasco-Shafter Bypass 

Number of Road Closures 

5 

20 


closures reduce the efficiency of the existing transportation infrastructure, when, as stated above, one 
of the Project Objectives of High Speed Rail is to reduce emissions and vehicle miles. 





Rail track. If this is done, then the 70 acres can be farmed by the entity on the west side of the tracks 
and it wouid not be converted farmland, if for cost reasons, the BNSF tracks are not moved, there 
would be an island of 70 acres. This "island," at 70 acres, is of sufficient critical mass to be commercially 
viable for farming and would likely be farmed. Additionally, it would not qualify as a remnant parcel 
based on the definition in the "Settlement Agreement By and Among Madera County Farm Bureau, 
Merced County Farm Bureau, Preserve Our Heritage, Chowchiila Water District, and Fagundes Parties, 
Petitioners and Plaintiffs and California High-Speed Rail Authority, Respondent and Defendant" 
(Settlement Agreement), as remnant parcels are 20 acres or smaller. The 70 acres was included in the 
696 acre number because its fate has not yet been determined. Just because the fate of this parcel is 
not defined does not mean it will be converted;, it likely will not be. Since it is likely that the 70 acres 
will be farmed in either scenario, it should not be counted in the total acreage of Important Farmland 
converted. Recognition of that would yield a total of 626 acres of Important Farmland being converted 
on the BNSF Alignment, meaning that of the two alternatives the BNSF Alignment would convert the 
least amount of Important Farmland. 

Fewer acres of Williamson Act Land would be converted by the BNSF Alignment, making it the better 
choice. 

Not even considered in the analysis above are turnarounds. Turnarounds are the area at the end of any 
row, whether considering permanent or annua! crops, which are required for equipment to turnaround 
at the end of the row. With the Bypass Alternative, the tracks would be placed in the middle of many 
fields, requiring that not only the right of way be taken out of production, but the turnaround area as 
well. This turnaround acreage loss is recognized in the Settlement Agreement. This acreage is not 
accounted for in the numbers on the matrix above. A 40 foot turnaround means that for every acre of 
right-of-way, there wilt be an additional .8 acres of farmland converted. This number needs to be added 
to the 684 acre number above, making the loss to conversion of Important Farmland on the Bypass 
Alternative 1,231 acres. The Williamson Act acreage would also need to be adjusted, adding a .8 factor 
to the 247 acres on the Bypass Alternative, making it 444 acres. 

Looking at this scenario from a public interest perspective, the conversion of Important Farmland on the 
BNSF Alignment would have less negative impact on food and fiber production. The BNSF Alignment 
would also be more conservation oriented, both in terms of the direct impacts and future impacts (not 
create the farm "island"). 

Travel safety and improving it is one of the stated purposes of the high speed train and is discussed 
further in Section 1.2.4.2 "Safety and Reliability". Choosing the Bypass Alternative has the potential to 
compromise the safety of the passengers who would be passing through one of the fastest growing oil 
fields in Kern County - the North Shatter Field - underlain by the now famous Monterey Shale. It is 
projected there will be significant future oil drilling and hydraulic fracturing activities in this area. With 
incomplete science related to hydraulic fracturing, and regulations only now being developed, safety of 
a public transportation corridor cannot be guaranteed as it weaves through this oil field. In addition, the 
Bypass Alternative will have oil and gas wells on either side of it as it passes through the North Shatter 
Field. This new constraint also has significant potential to reduce the response times for fire and police. 



either alignment (with the exception of one agricultural basin on the Bypass alignment) provide little or 
no ecological functions or human values of the sort typically associated with aquatic ecosystems. To this 
extent, thus, neither alternative would have an appreciable effect on the aquatic ecosystem. In this 
regard, the BNSF Alignment and Bypass Alternative, notwithstanding a difference in the acreages of the 
nominal water features along them, are tweedledum and tweedledee-largely indistinguishable. Indeed, 
to the extent that the aquatic ecosystem is implicated at all by the choice of alternatives, it is the 
selection of the Wasco-Shafter Bypass Alternative that would adversely affect the aquatic ecosystem by 
removal of the one water feature along either alignment that provides any habitat values. 

All in all, for the many reasons summarized above, the Wasco-Shafter Ag Group finds that the BNSF 
Alignment would better fulfill the project purpose and need, better serve the public interest, and better 
avoid and minimize effects on the environment. The Group accordingly urges the HSRA to select the 
BNSF Alignment for the HST Project. 

Sincerely, 


Holly A. King 
On behalf of the: 
Wasco-Shafter Ag Group 

cc: Mark McLoughlin 

Jeff Morales 
Dan Richard 
Tom Richards 







November 5, 2013 


LIVE OAK ASSOCIATES, IE. 

an Ecological Consulting Firm 


Holly A. King 
Wasco-Shafter Ag Group 
P.O. Box 1200 
Wasco, CA 93280 


RE: Ecological functions and human values, hydrologic features of the BNSF and Wasco- 
Shafter Bypass High Speed Train Alternatives, Kern County, California 

Dear Holly: 

This letter is in response to your request for a comparative analysis of the ecological functions 
and human values of the hydrologic features occurring along the BNSF and Wasco-Shafter 
Bypass alternatives under consideration for the High Speed Train (HST) project. An initial 
delineation of hydrologic features prepared for the HST Authority identified 30.22 and 18.28 
acres of potential waters of the U.S. along the BNSF and Wasco-Shafter Bypass alignments 
respectively. For both alignments the area of study typically included a 100-foot wide 
construction footprint (direct impact to potential waters of the U.S) and an additionial area on 
either side of the construction footprint 250 feet in width (presumed indirect impacts to potential 
waters of the U.S.). During the spring of 2013, Live Oak Associates, Inc. (LOA) completed a 
separate study of the hydrologic features occurring along both alignments (within the same study 
area boundaries of the previous study), and determined that all hydrologic features present along 
both alignments consisted of engineered or otherwise human made basins, canals, ditches, and 
artificial depressions constructed prirriarily for the management of irrigation water and 
stormwater. Natural hydrologic features were entirely absent. And according to our study, 24.56 
acres of such features were present along the BNSF alignment, and 16.91 acres of such features 
were persent along the Wasco-Shafter Bypass alignment. 

A breakdown of the various types of hydrologic features delineated by LOA is presented in 
Table 1 below: 


Table 1. Hydrologic Features of the BNSF and Wasco-Shafter Alternatives, HST 
Project. 

HST Alignment 

Agricultural 

Basin 

Industrial 

Basin 

Municipal 

Basin 

Canal 

Ditch 

Artificial 

Depression 

BNSF Alternative 

13.59 a. 

1.08 a. 

0.38 a. 

8.20 a. 

0.99 a. 

0.33 a. 

Wasco/Shafter Bypass 

Alternative 

9.52 a. 

0.16 a. 

0.00 a. 

6.38 a. 

0.73 a. 

0.11 a. 


The hydrologic features presented in Table 1 are defined as follows: 
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• Agricultural Basin. Regulating and tailwater reservoirs as part of farm irrigation 
infrastructure; 

• Industrial Basin. Basins associated with industrial and commercial areas that are used to 
collect stormwater and/or runoff from inductrial or commercial activity; 

• Municipal Basin. One basin observed in Shatter used to collect stormwater from urban 
hardscape; 

• Canal. Conveyance structures for irrigation Water being delivered to individual farms; 

• Ditch. Non-wetland temporary or permanent conveyance structures for irrigation water or 
stormwater; 

• Artificial Depressions. Low areas adjacent to the BNSF railroad that were created from 
grading of areas adjacent to the elevated bed of the BNSF tracks. 

The information gathered during our study makes clear that none of the hydrologic features 
along either alignment are managed to optimize the values of such features for any other purpose 
than efficiently managing irrigation water, industrial/commercial runoff, and stormwater. For 
example, the Wasco-Shafter Irrigation District has minimized evaporative losses of irrigation 
water by delivering all irrigation water in the District by underground pipe. There was only one 
large irrigation canal within the study area, which was located near the north end of the study 
area, and is managed and operated by the North Kern Water District. The selection of either 
HST alignment would impact approximately one acre of this canal, which is maintained for the 
express purpose of delivering irrigation water to farms with minimal losses from seepage and 
evapotranspiration. 

As can be seen from Table 1, the majority of hydrologic features consist of regulating reservoirs 
and tailwater ponds. During the course of our study, we discovered that as farmers are becoming 
increasingly efficient in their use of irrigation water, they no longer need tailwater ponds, and 
such ponds are not only being abandoned, but filled in and converted to productive agricultural 
land. In short, the vast majority of hydrologic features along both alignments exist to efficiently 
manage irrigation water, and as technology changes and the farmer’s needs change, these 
features are subject to modification or elimination, without regard to other ecological functions 
or human values they may have that are incidental to their primary purpose. 

Other hydrologic features identified along one or both HST alignments include a sediment 
settling pond within the yard of Golden Empire Concrete in the City of Wasco, roadside 
stormwater ditches, and stormwater basins in the yard of an industrial facility in Shafter. For the 
most part, these are unvegetated features, since management of them for their intended purpose 
results in the removal of vegetation, or the creation of conditions not conducive to the 
establishment of vegetation. 

It is true, of course, that some irrigation and flood control infrastructure in California’s Central 
Valley has arguably some of the ecological functions and human values attributed to naturally 
occurring wetlands. Such functions and values are incidental to the primary function of 
delivering irrigation water or controlling stormwater. The primary objective of this letter is to 
examine the hydrologic features of both HST alignments in order to determine what those 
ecological functions and human values, if any, might be,and then compare the damage to those 
functions and values from the selection of one HST alternative over the other. I should note that 
the discusion below assumes that the human values are “public values” and not individual values 
narrowly applying to an individual farmer or commercial venture. 
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Ecological Functions 

Do the Hydrologic Features Serve as Fish and Wildlife Habitat? 

Hydrologic features of both alignments provide limited habitat for non-native fish and other 
wildlife. Given that the hydrologic features of both alignments consist primarily of ponds of one 
type or another, one might suspect that they would potentially serve as habitat for water birds (i.e., 
waders, geese, and ducks of various types). Actually, such is not the case. The vast majority of 
water birds using California’s Central Valley are wintering birds present when agricultural basins 
and canals are typically dry. Irrigation infirastructure of both alignments carries water most 
predictably in the spring and summer when farmers need irrigation water. Most water birds are on 
their breeding grounds in Canada and Alaska when the agricultural basins of both HST alignments 
have water in them. It is true that occasional winter storms may drop sufficient precipitation into the 
agricultural basins to result in minor ponding, but the only ponding would result from precipitation 
directly into the basins. None of the agricultural basins are, however, part of a watershed that would 
feed water into them, since the surrounding lands are nearly level. Since average rainfall in the 
Wasco-Shafter area is less than eight inches per year, individual winter storms will not create the 
aquatic conditions in these agricultural basins that would attract appreciable numbers of water birds. 

It is worth noting, however, that a single agricultural basin (WSB-9) within the Wasco-Shafter 
Bypass alignment appears to be inundated throughout the year, and at the time of LOA’s surveys in 
the spring of 2013, supported a mosaic of open water and emergent marsh habitats. This 0.97-acre 
basin would likely support non-native fish and provide high quality habitat for waterbirds, 
especially those that commonly winter in the Tulare Basin. That said, it is important to remember 
that this basin is part of the irrigation infrastructure of a farming operation, and could be subject to 
the kind of maintenance common to the other basins of the two HST alignments. In short, the 
habitat values observed at the location of this basin are incidental to its function as a regulating or 
tailwater basin, and these habitat values would likely disappear should the farmer decide to maintain 
the basin for more efficient water use. 

Storm water basins within the two alignments may fill from sheet flow and may hold more water 
during some winters than the agricultural basins. Ponding in these basins, however, is infrequent 
and unpredictable. They are very small and are located in industrial/commercial/urban areas that 
would not be attractive to most water birds. Therefore, the storm water basins would not function as 
important water bird habitat. 

The hydrologic features, regardless of type, within the two HST alignments are not attractive to 
water birds for other reasons, as well. Most of these features are very steep-sided, and when they 
are filled with water, are too deep for wading birds. With the exception of the aforementioned 
WSB-9 they are devoid of aquatic or emergent vegetation that provides habitat for invertebrates, 
fish, and amphibians, organisms that would attract water birds to them. Finally, nearly all of these 
features, regardless of the HST alignment they are located on, are subject to on-going maintenance 
and/or are located along busy roadways. Disturbance associated with maintenance and road traffic 
would further reduce the value of these hydrologic features for water birds and other wildlife. 

Although the total area of hydrologic features occurring along the BNSF alternative is greater than 
the area of hydrologic features occurring along the Wasco-Shafter Bypass alternative, it is not 
meaningful to say that a greater area of wildlife habitat occurs along the BNSF alternative. The 
hydrologic features of both alternatives provide very limited habitat for native wildlife, (with the 
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possible exception of WSB-9 on the Wasco-Shafter Bypass alignment) such that the selection of 
either alternative would have little effect on wildlife resources. 

Do the Hydrologic Features Provide Habitat for Special Status Wildlife Species? 

Special status wildlife species are those that have been listed as threatened or endangered per the 
federal and California endangered species acts, are candidate species for such listing, or have been 
listed as Species of Special Concern by the California Department of Fish and Game. The 
hydrologic features occurring along both HST alignments do not provide habitat for any such 
species. Habitat once suitable for special status species in the Wasco-Shafter area has been replaced 
by irrigated agriculture. 

Therefore, habitat for special status wildlife species would be unaffected by the selection of either 
HST alignment. 

Do the Hydrologic Features Provide ITabitat for Native Plants? 

All of the hydrologic features occurring along both HST alignments were excavated from highly 
disturbed agricultural lands. Terrestrial plants associated with the hydrologic features of both 
alternatives are mostly limited to non-native species tolerant of disturbance. 

Therefore, native plant diversity would be unaffected by the selection of either HST alignment. 

Human Values 

Do the Hydrologic Features Facilitate Groundwater Recharge? 

Regardless of HST alignment, all agricultural basins are intended to hold water during the irrigation 
season (primarily spring and summer). Farmers wish to minimize losses ftom seepage. Where 
agricultural basins have been excavated in clay soils, seepage into the soil profile will naturally be 
minimized. Basins excavated in sandy or loam soils are lined with clay or polypropylene liners to 
prevent losses of irrigation water through the underlying soil profile. 

Storm water basins located along both alignments may facilitate groundwater recharge some years 
(i.e., years of significant rainfall). Given the small size of the storm water basins occurring along 
both alignments, groundwater recharge would not be significant even during years of significant 
rainfall. 

The hydrologic features occurring along both HST alignments are not important to local 
groundwater recharge, and the selection of one alignment over another would not measurably 
reduce local or regional groundwater recharge levels. 

Do the Hydrologic Features Facilitate the Storage of Surface Water? 

The engineered agricultural basins occurring along both HST alignments are designed to hold water 
temporarily until it can be pumped according to a carefully designed schedule onto agricultural 
crops. This storage function serves a narrow private interest (i.e,, the interest of each farmer), and 
has no larger public interest. 
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' The industrial and municipal storm water basins occur primarily along the BNSF alignment. These 
basins are designed to hold accumulated storm water and hardscape runoff in relatively small 
geographical areas associated with individual industrial or commercial facilities until the water can 
evaporate or percolate. Storage capacity in these basins is quite small and the basins appear to serve 
a narrow private interest (i.e., the interest of the business entity that wishes to avoid flood damage to 
its facility). 

The public’s interest in the storage of surface water would be unaffected by the selection of one 
HST alignment over the other. 

Do the Hydrologic Features Facilitate the Storage of Subsurface Water? 

The hydrologic features occurring along both HST alignments are designed to minimize loss of 
irrigation water into the groundwater. Thus, these features, regardless of HST alignment, are not 
important to the storage of subsurface water. 

Do the Hydrologic Features Facilitate the Attenuation of Flood Flows as a Result of Water Storage? 

None of the hydrologic features occurring along either HST alignment are part of a natural drainage 
system prone to flooding. As previously noted, agricultural basins are located primarily on nearly 
level ground, and do not accept surface flows, because they are not part of a watershed feeding 
surface water into them. 

Industrial and municipal storm water basins do accept surface water via a localized engineered 
system of storm drains. With the exception of the municipal basin located along the BNSF 
alignment in Shafter, these storm water basins generally serve the properties they are constructed 
on, and do not have a larger public purpose. With respect to the municipal basin that ostensibly 
serves a public purpose, it lies outside the HST construction footprint (it is within the 250-foot 
buffer east of the actual HST alignment and east of state highway 43), and the storm water storage 
capacity of this basin will be unaffected by the selection of the BNSF alternative. 

The selection of one HST alignment over another will have no measureable effect on the larger 
public interest in flood protection. 

Do the Hydrologic Features Facilitate Nutrient Recycling? 

Nutrient recycling is a value of natural wetlands that are interconnected with a system of natural 
drainages. The hydrologic features of both HST alignments consist of engineered water delivery 
and storage infrastructure that is maintained to optimize its efficiency in the delivery and storage of 
water. Functional wetlands are not a significant component of the hydrologic features found along 
both HST alignments. Thus, nutrient recycling is not a meaningful value of these hydrologic 
features, regardless of HST alignment. The selection of either alignment would have a negligible 
effect on nutrient recycling. 

Do the Hydrologic Features Facilitate Sediment Capture? 

These hydrologic features, regardless of HST alignment, are engineered systems designed to deliver 
irrigation water and temporarily store storm water on individual properties. With the exception of a 
concrete wash water detention basin (BNSF-14) associated with Golden Empire Concrete that 
captures wash water and sediment generated during equipment cleaning, the function of these 
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features is not to capture sediment, and it is unlikely that agricultural basins capture meaningful 
amounts of sediment. Storm water basins may capture some sediment, and may need to be cleaned 
out from time to time. Sediment capture, however, is not a significant function of the hydrologic 
features of either alignment, and eventual selection of one alignment over another will have no 
meaningful effect on sediment transport in the Wasco/Shafter area. 

Public Recreation 


The hydrologic features along both HST alternatives have been designed to facilitate agricultural 
irrigation or stormwater management. None of the features have any utility for public recreation. 
Furthermore, all such features are located on private lands where trespass is highly discouraged. 
HST alignment selection will have no effect on public recreation. 

Conclusion 

As should be apparent from the above discusion, the hydrologic features occurring along both 
the BNSF and Wasco-Shaffer Bypass alignments are limited to engineered agricultural basins, 
industrial basins, municipal basins, canals, ditches and artificial depressions. Natural drainages 
and associated wetlands are entirely absent from either alignment. At the time of LOA’s survey 
of the two alignments during the spring of 2013, one 0.97-acre agricultural basin along the 
Wasco-Shaffer Bypass alignment had naturalized and possessed apparent habitat values suitable 
for a variety of wildlife species including wintering waterbirds. Apart from that basin, there is 
no appreciable difference in the effects that selection of either alignment would have on aquatic 
ecosystems of the Wasco/Shaffer area, notwithstanding the greater acreage of such features along 
the BNSF alignment, because the hydrologic features along either alignment, regardless of their 
acreages, provide little or no ecosystem fimctions or human values of the sort typically 
associated with naturally occurring aquatic ecosystems. 

Sincerely, 


David J. Hartesveldt 

Senior Biologist, Live Oak Associates, Inc. 
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Photograph #2: Ground photo of hydrologic feature 489AOW01 (reservoir). 
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Photograph #3: Aerial photo of hydrologic feature 491AOW01 (canal). 



Photograph #4: Ground photo of hydrologic feature 491AOW01 (canal). 
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Photograph #6; Ground photo of hydrologic feature 495PIOW01 (reservoir). 
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Photograph #7: Aerial photo of hydrologic feature 498PIOW02 (Reservoir). 



Photograph #8: Ground photo of hydrologic feature 498PIOW02 (Reservoir). 
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Concrete settling pond). 



Photograph #10: Ground photo of hydrologic feature BN168OW01 (Golden Empire 
Concrete settling pond). 
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Photograph #12: Ground photo of hydrologic feature 516BOW01 (Reservoir). 
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Photograph #13: Aerial photo of hydrologic feature CCE1330W (although a 
reservoir is mapped at this location, the reservoir was removed in 2010). 



Photograph #14: Aerial photo of hydrologic feature CCE1330W (what was a 
reservoir in 2009 is now an orchard). 
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Photograph #15: Aerial photo of hydrologic feature 544DOW01 (Reservoir). 



Photograph #16: Ground photo of hydrologic feature 544DOW01 (reservoir). 
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Photograph #17: Aerial photo of hydrologic feature 565AOW01 (reservoir). 



Photograph #18: Ground photo of hydrologic feature 565AOW01 (reservoir). 
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Photograph #19: Aerial photo of hydrologic feature 622BOW02 (reservoir). 
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